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I 
Grammatical Science (vyakaranfigama) is regarded as the very basis 
of all disciplines expresed in speech-form. As the great Bhartrhari pro- 
claims in his Vakyapadzya, 1. 14: 
“tad dvdram apavargasya vanmalandm cikitsitam | 
pavitram sarvavidyanam adhividyam prakdéate ||” 


—the last hemistich of which has been explained by the author himself in 
his auto-commentary : 
“sarvo hi prayena svasyam vidyayam vyakaranam anugacchati, apabhrath- 
Saprayogena ca niyatam apatrapate |” 


The supremacy of Speech (vak) has not only been proclaimed by eminent 
grammarians like Bhartrhari alone, but great authorities on the Science 
of Poetics (alamkdra-sastra) have not tired of stressing the rdle of Speech 
and its purity both in our day-to-day life and activities in general and 
poetic art in particular. As Dandin says in his Kavyadarsa, 1.3-4 : 


“tha Sistdnusistanam sistanam api sarvathd | 

vacam eva prasddena lokaydtra pravarttate |] 

idam andham tamah krtsnam jayeta bhuvana-trayam | 

yadi sabdahvayam jyotir Gsamsarath na dipyate //”’ 
These are but echoes of Bhartrhari’s statements in his Vakya-padiya, It is 
our object in the course of our short study to bring into light the impor- 
tant réle played by Panini’s Astddhydyi and the exegetical literature based 
thereon in the discussions on topics relating to Sanskrit Poetics that can 
be traced on the basis of available data in Mammata’s Ka@vya-prakasa, 
taking it as the typical representative of the vast alamkara-literature, 
standing as it does in the mid-way between the older (cirantana) and the 
later (navya) periods in the history of its development. 


II 
Mammata, while commenting on the harika, I. 4—viz. 


‘dam uwttamam atisayini vyangye vacyad dhvanir budhaih kathitak” 
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observes : “budhair vaiyakaranaih pradhdnabhita-sphotartipa-vyangyo- 
vyanjana-ksamasya sabdasya dhvanir iti vyavaharah krtakjtatas tanme- 
tanusaribhir anyair api nyagbhavita-vacya-vyangya-vyanjana-ksamasya 
sabdartha-yugalasya |”? 


Here we find a clear reference to the sphota-theory of the grammarians of 
the Paninian school, and to Bhartrhari in particular, who gave the final 
shape to the theory on the basis of the abservations and views of Patanjali 
‘and his predecessors like Vyadi, Katyayana and others as strewn over 
throughout the vast encyclopaedic Mahabhasya. It directly recalls to 
our mind the observations of the great Anandavardhana, who refers to 
the dhvani-theory as also to the primacy of the grammarians, from whom 
the dhvani-theory was borrowed and transferred to a novel field for the 


evaluation of poetic art. On Dhvanydloka 1.13 Anandavardhana unam- 
biguously observes : 


- “prathame hi vidvdmso vaiyakaranah/vyakaranamiulatvat sarvavidyanam i 
te ca srityama@nesu varnesu dhvanir iti vyavaharanti |” 


ill 


Again, while discussing the different types of conventional meaning 
(samketitartha) of words in the Second Ullasa of his Kdavya-Prakasa 
Mammata first refers to the view of the grammarians and then to that of 
the Mimatsakas, the pada-vid-s and vakya-vid-s respectively, who are justly 
regarded as authorities on matters relating to verbal usage, with which 
Poetics, too, is primarily engaged.? In his vrtti on the Karika I11.8—viz. 


“‘samketitas caturbhedo jatyadir jatir eva va” 


Mammata cites the well-known statement of the author of the Mahka- 
bhasya as his authority : 


“‘gaus guklas calo dittha ityadau catustayi gabdanaim pravrttir—iti Maha- 
bhdsyakarah,”’ 


1. Compare : “In Grammar lies the origin of the science of Poetics. The Alamkdra- 
Sastra is not less akin to Grammar than is the Nirukta. The contribution of Grammar 
is nowhere so prominent as in this particular branch of study. Thescience of Poetics may 
be said to have been principally based on Grammar. Sabda and Artha not only form 
the subject of Grammar but also have provided the fundamental basis upon which 
stands the whole fabric of the Alarhk&ra-éistra.- Vydkarana and Alamkdéra are orga- 
nically connected and used to be studied in India as cognate departments of study’’, 


~Dr. Prabhat Chandra Chakravarti: The Philosophy of Sanskrit Granmar, p, $25, 
(University of Calcutta/1930), oe 
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In the same context he also quotes from the Vakyapadiya as Bhartr- 
hari’s ruling in respect of the universal (jati) being the very essence of the 


particular (vyakti) : 
“uktam hi Vakyapadiye- ‘na hi gauh svariipena gaur napyagaur gotva- 
bhisambandhat tu gauh’ ’’, : 


-though it is not traceable in any of the extant versions of the Vakyapadiya — 
including the kdrikis and Bhartrhari’s auto-commentary (svopajia-vrtti) 
threon, 

The verses that Mammata quotes anonymously in the course of his 
discussion of the nature of abhidhamula vyajjana enumerating the restri- 
tive factors in case a word has more than one import beginning with 
samyoga are also found to occur in Bhartrhari’s Vakya-padiya, II. 315-16 
though with certain variants. 

Again, while referring to the suggestivenesss of declensional (subanta) 
. and conjugational (tinanta) forms—viz. kirati and vinivrtta, in the verse 
“pathi pathi sukacaticicarur abhankurdnam,’ cited in Ullasa IV of the 
Kévya-Prakasa, Mammata observes in his vrtti : 


“‘atra kiratiti kiranasya sadhyamanatvam nivrtteti nivartianasya siddhat- 
vam tina supa ca’’, 

-which is clearly reminiscent of the dictum of the grammarians—viz. 
“‘krdabhihito bhavo dravyavat prakdéate”’ . 
In the same context Mammata quotes the verse— 
“re re cavicala-locandncitaruce cetah~ -” 

to illustrate how ridicule (prahdsa) is suggested by the peculiarity of 


locution in ‘kim manye viharisyase-” in the third foot of the verse in ques- 
tion, which is but an oblique reference to Panini’s rule : 


“‘prahdse ca manyopapade manyater uttama ekavacca” (P.I. 4.106) 


IV 


In the Fifth Ullasa of the Kavya-Prakdéa, while refuting the view of 
the anti-Dhvani schools, Mammata refers to the views of the akhanda- 
vakya-vakyartha-vadins, without naming any particular author or system. 
But it is, without doubt, a reference to Bhartrhari, who considers a Sen- 
tence to be in reality an indivisible unit, the corresponding import being 
also equally indivisible, all analysis of the sentence into words (pada) and 
of the latter into phonémes (varna-s) being as unreal as the analysis of the 
import of the sentence into particular concepts (paddrtha-s). So according 
to Bhartrhari’s view it is not possible to differentiate between the various 
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functions of a word or its meaning as abhidhd, laksand, and vyazijana from 
the transcendental viewpoint, though from the pragmatic point of view it 
is usual and justified to analyse a sentence, a word and their meanings 
into their component parts and posit a variety of functions. Mammata’s 
vritt on this point runs as follows : 


“akhandga-buddhi-nirgrahyo vakyGrtha eva vacyo vakyam eva ca vacakam- 
iti ye? pyahuh tair apyavidydpada-patitaih pada-padartha-kalpana 
kartavyaiveti tatpakse’pyavasyam uktodaharanddau vidhyadir vyangya 
eva |” 


Manikyacandra, the Jaina scholiast, observes in his gloss on the above 
text that Mammata here refers to the ‘Bhattas’, who are éabda-brahma-va- 
dins, by the expression ye’pi and tair api : 


“ye? piti/Bhattah Sabadabrahma-vddinah|.,.tair apiti/Bhattair api/”’ 


But it cannot be regarded as a correct interpretation if Bhatta here stands 
for Kumiarila Bhatta, who is a severe critic of fabda-brahma-vada propoun- 
ed by Bhartrhariin his Vakya-padiya. It may be pointed out in this 
connection that the above text of Mammata is based upon the following 
statement of Anandavardhana in his vrtti on Dhvanydloka, III. 33 : 


“pariniscita-nirapabhramsa-sabdabrahmanam vipascitém matam dérityai- 
va pravrito’yam dhvani-vyavahdra iti taih saha kim virodhavirodhau cin- 
tyete |” 


—on which Abhinavagupta makes the following comments in his °Locana : 


“etad uktam bhavati—vaiydkarands tavad brahmapade nanyat kincid 
icchanti/tatra k@ katha vdcakatva-vyanjakatvayoh/ avidydpade tu tair api 
vydparantaram abhyupagantavyam eva] etacca prathamoddyote vitatya 
nirupitam |” 


The reference to the first Uddyota is to be understood as being to the 
following text of °Locana on Dhyanyaloka, 1.4, where Abhinavagupta direct- 
ly refers to the doctrine of vakya-sphota as propounded by Bhartrhari and 
his doctrine of sabda-brahma which is identical with the Supreme Deity : © 


‘ye’ pyavibhaktam sphotam vakyam tadartham cahuh, tair apyavidya-pa- 
dapatitaih sarveyam anusaraniyad prakriya] taduttirnatve tu sarvam para- 
mesvarddvayam brhma—ityasmac-chastraka@rena na na viditam Tattvaloka- 
grantham viracayatd—ityGstim|” 


That Anandavardhana, the author of the lost philosophical treatise 
Tattva@loka, was quite conversant with the doctrines of sphota and Sabda- 
brahma as evolved in the school of grammarians represented by Bhartrhari 
is covertly hinted at in the above °Locana-text. As regards Abhinava- 
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gupta’s reverential attitude to Bhartrhari the following glowing tribute 
to the great Grammarian is the highest testimony. While commenting on 
the mention of Anandavardhna’s name in the concluding verse of the 
Dhvanydloka-vytti —viz. ‘‘satkavya-tattva-naya-vartma.,.Anandavardhana iti 
prathitabhidhanah”, Abhinavagupta refers to Bhartrhari as an example: 


“tha bahulyena loko loka-prasiddhya sambhavanapratyayabalena pravart- 
tate/sa ca sambhavanapratyayo na&masravanavasat prasiddhanya-tadiya- 
samacara-kavitva-vidvattadi-samanusmaranena bhavati/ tathaht-Bhartrha- 
tinedam krtam yasyayamauddrya-mahimad yasyasmine-chastre evamvi« 
dhak saro drsyate tasyayam sloka-prabandhas tasmad Gdaraniyam etad 
iti lokah pravarttamdno dysyate{ lokaf cdavasyam pravarttaniyah 
tacchastrodita-prayojana-sampattaye/ tadanugrahya-Srotyjanapravarttan- 
Gngam granthakG@rah svandma-nibandhanam kurvanti/tadabhiprayenaha- 


~—‘Anandavardhana-’ iti” 


e Vv 

The Seventh Ullasa of the Kavya-Prakisa is, as is well-known, devo- 
ted to the discussion of various types of poetic blemishes (kavya-doga) and 
here Mammata has drawn heavily upon the rulings of the eminent gram- 
marians, especially with reference to the discussion of such defects as 
eyuta-samskrti, avimrsta-vidheyamsa, visandhi, viruddha-matikrt etc., to 
name only the most prominent. The close liaison of Sanskrit Poetics 
with Grammatical Science is traceable from the very beginning and it is 
evident especially in the treatises of Bhamaha and Vamana, who devote 
entire sections to the discussion of grammatical topics, insofar as they 
have a close bearing on the principles of poetic art. Bhamaha frankly 
proclaims that the Paninian doctrines deserve our greatest reverence ; 
“‘Sraddheyam jagati matam hi Papiniyam” (Kavyalamkara, VI. 63). 

He compares the Paninian system to a vast ocean, unfathomable 
and difficult to cross, in the following memorable verses : 


“‘stitrambhasam padavarttam parayana-rasatalam [ 
dhatinadi-gana-graham dhyanagraha-brhat-plavam* // 
dhirair Glokitaxprantam amedhobhir astiyitam / 
sadopabhuktam sarvdbhir anyavidya-karenubhih // 


* It may be noted here that Dhydna-graka here refers to a lost grammatical treatise 
of the Paninian School, See in this connection V. P. Limaye’s “Dhyanagrahekira or 
Dhyanakara, a pre-Bhartrhari grammarian” in Vishveshwaranand Indologicel Journal IV, 
pt. 2 and Dr. K. A, S, Iyer’s ‘Some Lost Works of Vyakarana’ in Sanskrit and Indological 
Studies : Dr, V. Raghavan Felicitation Volume (Delhi, 1975). 
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naparayitvd durgidham amum vyakaranarpavam | 
Sabdaratnam svayam gamyam alamkartum ayam janah |/” 


—Op. cit., VI. 1-3. 


Vamana also states that aspiring poets must have to resort to Gram- 
mar (Sabda-smrti) for attaining perfection in the use of correct speech : 


‘‘Sabda-smrteh Sabda-Suddhih’’. 


Thus, it is no wonder that Mammata should be heavily indebted to Pani- 
ni’s grammar for the treatment of poetic blemishes pertaining to pada 
and vakya in particular. In compound forms irregular position of the 
constituent members hampers the desired expression of the concepts and 
leads to wrong emphasis of the concepts. In na%i-samdsa, the compound- 
ing of the negative particle, might lead to the loss of the negative impli- 
cation by turning a prasajya-pratisedha into a paryudasa kind of negation. 
He cites such verse as “‘srastam nitambat—” (Kumdra°) “‘vapur viripadksam 
alaksya-janmata—”’ (Ibid.), ‘‘navajaladharah sannadho’yam” (Vikramor- 
vasiya), etc. to illustrate his thesis. It may be pointed out here, however, 
that Mammata’s discussion of poetic blemishes is largely based upon 
Mahimabhatta’s corresponding treatment in the Second Vimaréga of his 
Vyakti-viveka and that in that chapter the latter gives a masterly survey 
of the defect of avimrsta-vidheydmSa in the course of which the difference 
in the nature of the two negations referred to above has been clearly 


brought to light. Mahimabhatta cites the following two Karikas in this 
connection : . 


(t) “aprédhanyam vidher yatra pratisedhe pradhanata / 
prasajya-pratisedho’sau kriyayd saha yatra na% ||” 


(it) “pradhdnatvam vidher yatra pratisedhe’ pradhanata | 
paryudasah sa vijneyo yatrottarapadena naX ||” 


Riyyaka in his scholarly commentary refers to Panini’s rule governing 
compounds and other vfttis—viz. ‘“‘samarthah padavidhih” (P. II. 1. 1) 
and cites the Paribhasa :* neivayuktam anyasadysadhikarape tathG hyar-~ 
thagatih”’, which occurs in the Mahabhasya under P&anini’s aphorism 
‘nan (P.11.2.6) : ‘“yathd caitat tatha navisiitra-bhasyad avaseyam’”., It may 
be noted in this connection that Manikyacandra Siri in his commentary 
cites in the following samgraha-sloka from Vyakti-viveka inserted at the 
close of the discussion of avimrsta-vidheyamsa in nafi-samasa, which shows 
that commentators, too, were not unconscious of Mammata’s source of 
inspiration, Similarly, while illustrating the defect viruddha-matikrt in the 
compound-expression bhavani-pati, Mammata cites Panini’s injunction ; 
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“Indra-Varuna-Bhava—” (P.1V.1.49) with the remark : “‘atra bhavani-pati- 
sabdo bhavanyah patyantare pratitim karoti, ‘Indra- Varuna-Bhava’—ityadina 
pumyogad fis-pratyayena bhavasya patnt Bhavani”. 

As regards the defect known as visandhi Mammata refers obliquely 


to the dictum of the Vaiyakaranas—viz. 


“samhitaikapade nitya nitya dhatipasargayoh | 
nityd samdse vakye tu sa vivaksam apeksate || 


and asserts that hiatus due to the pragrhya-character of the vowel would 
be considered a blemish if it occurs more than once within the limits of a 


short space : 


“samhitam na karomiti svecchaya sakrd api dosah / 
pragrhyadihetukatve tvasakrt’’ .? 


VI 


In the treatment of Slesa as a figure of speech, too, the influence of 
Paninian grammar is clearly noticeable. Mammata divides slega into 
eight varieties—viz. 


“vacyabhedena bhinna yad yugapad-bhasana-spréah | 
“ — $lisyanti Sabdah lego’ saiv-aksaradibhir astadha ||” (KP.IX.84) 


The use of the word yugapad in this definition is particularly important as 
it recalls to our mind Bhartrhari’s statements regarding the two ways in 
which words are found to be employed—viz. krama and yaugapadya— 
temporal -sequence and simultaneity. As he says in his Vakya-padiya, II. 
464 ; 

“‘dudv-abhyupayau sabdanam prayoge samavasthitau | 

kramo vd yaugapadyam va yau loko nativarttate {/” 


In his commentary Mahabhiasya-dipika, too, Bhartrhari reiterates his opi- 
nion on this dual mode of employment of words, while explaining the 
Bhisyakira’s statement in the Paspasa-Ahnika—viz. “tathd dvisthanyapt 
vakyani bhavanti,” as will be evident from the following extract, where the 
above Vakya-padiya verse is found quoted at the end : 
“upayadvayam ca loke sabda-prayoge (kramo) va yaugapadyam v4 kada- 
cit kramavatah gabddn prayunkte] sa katham| akso bhajyatam, akso (bha- 
ksyatdm akso) divyatam iti] kadacid upasamhrtya kramam yaugapadyeno- 
ccarayati] aksa bhajyantam bhaksyantam divyantam iti { [2 


2. This is in full agreement with Dandin’s definition of visandhi in his Kavyadarsa, 
TIT, 159 : ; : 
‘na samhitam karisydmityasandhaénam padesu yat | 
tad visandhiti nirdistam na pragrhyddi-hetukam [[”” 
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What is particularly of interest to note in this connection is that the key- 
word in the definition of flesa—viz. yugapad, which is made use of by 
Mammata evidently under the inspiration of Bhartrhari, as is clear from 
the above citations, has been left out by Viévanatha from his definition of 
§lesa in Sahitya-darpana, X. 11, which is in all other respects based upon 
Mammata’s definition, that can be accounted for by the fact that Viéva- 
natha was not as closely acquainted with the Paninian system in general 
and Bhartrhari’s magnum opus in particular as were Mammata and his 
predecessors like Bhamaha, Vamana, Udbhata, Anandavardhana, 
Abhinavagupta and Mahimabhatta of the Kashmirian School. 

The imprint of Paninian grammar is very much in evidence in the 
definition of slesa as given by Udbhata in the KavyalamkGra-sdra-samgraha 
(IV.50-51), which is cited below in full for convenience of our discussion : 


“‘ekaprayatnoccaryanam tacchayam caiva bibhratam [ 
svaritadigunair bhinnair bandhak slistam ihocyate |] 
alamkardntaragatam pratibham jynayat padair | 

dvividhair artha-sabdokti-visistam tat pratiyatam ||? 


Here the phenomenon of ekaprayatnoccdryatva and the semblance thereof 
as conditions of artha-slesa and Sabda-Slesa respectively are explicable with 
reference to the aphorisms governing the accents like uddtta, anudatta and 
svarita as found in Panini’s Astddhy@yi and in no other grammatical 
system. This would be quite evident if we consult the commentary of 
Pratiharenduraja on the verses just cited. 

Similarly, the classification of upamd@ into purnd and lupta, srautt and 
arthi, ekalupta, dvilupta and trilupta in vakya, samdsa and taddhita, and in 
connection with suffixes like -kyac,-kyav,-namul,-kyas, has been made out 
elaborately by Udbhata on the foundation of Panini’s system and this has 
been followed almost in toto by later writers on Sanskrit Poetics like 
Mammata, Viévanatha and others. Pratiharenduraja sums up the classi- 
fication of upamd as shown by Udbhata in his KavyalamkGra-sdra-samgraha 
(I. 15-21) in the following mnemonic verses of unknown authorship-viz. 


‘tad es saptadasavidha granthakyta@ upama pratipadita : 
‘kyi-taddhita-samasebhyah sub-dhater atha vakyatah | 

| piirnd luptaikadesa ca gamyate dvividhopama |/ 
eka-dvaya-trayanam ca lopat sydl-lopini tridha | 
purnau bhedau dvidha edtra trtiyas tvekarupakah |]’?* 


3. There is also noticeable much hair-splitting discussion involving the correct 
interpretation of Panini’s aphorism as to the nature of the exact figure of speech in the 
expression dyah-Silika, which is formed according to P. V. 2.76: ‘ayahSila-dapdaind- 
bhyam...”’, Pratiharendur&ja in his Leghuertti on Udbhata’s KASS considers it to be a 
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In the course of his treatment of sabda-gelsa Mammata indirectly refers 
to Udbhata’s view without citing the verses in question and criticises 
his classification of Sabda-Slesa and artha-slesa on the basis of the pheno- 
menon of ekaprayatnocedryatva and absence thereof ond adumbrates his 
own view relating to this two-fold classification on the basis of the princi- 
ple of anvaya-vyatireka and thus saves it from its too much dependence on 


grammatical considerations. As he observes: 


“nanu svaritadi-gunabhedad bhinnaprayatnoccaryanam tadabhavad abhi- 
nnaprayatnocaryanam ca Sabdanaim bandhe *lamkara-pratibhotpattihetuh 
sabda-slego'rtha-slesas ceti dvividho ’pyarthalamkara-madhye parigarito 
’nyair iti katham ayam Sabdalamkarah ? ucyate—iha dosa-gunalamkar- 
Gnaim sabdartha-gatatvena yo vibhdgah so ‘’nvayavyatirekabhyam eva 
vyavatisthate’ ie 


Another point to be noted in connection with Udbhata’s view on 
Slega is that where Slesa and other alamkarss like upama, riipaka, etc. are 
found to be mixed up, it is slesa that is to regarded as the real figure, the 
other figure being only apparent (alamkdrdntara-pratibhotpattihetuh slesah). 
For establishing this peculiar view with regard to slesa, Udbhata is made 
out by later theorists like Mammata to have recourse to the dictum of the 
grammarians-viz. “utsargipavadayor apavado baliydn”, though Udbhata 
himself does not explicitly refer to this paribhdsé. As Mammata remarks, 
while criticising Udbhata’s stand : | 


“na céyam upama-pratibhotpattihetuk Slesahjapi tu Slesa-pratibhotpatti- 
hetur upamd/... na ca kamalam iva mukham ityadih sadhiranadharma- 


case of triluptd taddhitaga upamaé, whereas Mammafa regards it as an example of atifayokti, 
Vide Laghuvyui, p, 27 (BSS. Edn.). Mammata’s view in this matter is embodied in the 
following extract from his Kdvya-Prakdsa, X. 90 (vrtti) : “krTrasyacarasyayahstlataya 
*dhyavasayat, ayahsdlenanvicchati’ Syahsilika ityatisayoktir, natu kriracaropameya- 
taiksnyadharma-vadinam lope trilopeyam upama...’’ 

4, Prof. N. B. Banhatti makes the following interesting observations on the prin- 
ciple of ekaprayatnoccdryatva introduced by Udbhafa as a basis for differentiation between 
artha-slesa and sabda-slesa that are particularly relevant for the topic of our discussion : 

“The principle of ekaprayatnoccdryatva must really be a stumbling block to those 
students of alonkdra who bave no knowledge or only a scanty knowledge of Panini’s 
system of grammar, Informer times the case was different. All students who were 
initiated into Vedic or Sastric lore first used to acquire a considerable knowledge of 
Panini’s system which always stood them in good stead in whatever further branch of 
learning they wanted to pursue. The study of olenkdra was still more akin to Vyakarana 
as Alankrasastra was primarily based on Vyakarana. All the authors and learners too 
in that science were chiefly grammarians and any subject concerning the technicalities 
of grammar was freely introduced in their discussions” .—Kdvydlamkdra-sdra-samgraha ; 


Notes, p, 118 (Bombay Sanskrit & Prakrit Series, No. LX XIX, 1925) 
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Prayogasiinya upamdvigaya iti vaktum yuktam] piirnopamdyd nirvisayat- 

~ * v4 oy A Ht r u i 
vapatteh/ ‘tam eva deva’...ityadiglesasya copamadyalamkdra-vivikto ‘sti 
visaya iti dyayor yoge samkara eva’?.® 


Though Mammata does not cite the Paribhasa in question, he gives the 
purport thereof. Visvanatha, however, explicitly refers to the principle 


of apavdda inthe same context, his discussion being mainly based on 
Mammata’s. As he states : 


“asya calamkara-viviktavisayataya asambhavad vidyamdnesv-alamkaranta- 
= = * * =° 993 
resu apavadatvena tadbadhakatayd tat-pratibhotpattihetutvam iti kecit’’. 


It may be noted, however, that Mammta himself invokes the aid of utsar- 
gapavada-nyaya of the grammatians to determine the relation between the- 
two figures of speech—viz. virodha and asamgati, in the following passage : 


“esa ca virodha-badhini, na virodhah] ---apavada-visaya-pariharenotsar- 
gasya vyavasthiteh/ tatha caivam nidarsitam || 


VII 


Another intricate discussion of grammatical issues is found in connec- 
tion with the nature of the figure of speech in the well-known verse : 


“‘limpativa tamo’ngani varsativanjanam nabhah | 
asaiperusasevena drstir viphalatam gata ||”? 


Mammata quotes this verse as an example of utpreksa based upon sambha- 
vana with the curt remark : 


“‘limpativa—‘ityadau vyapanadi lepanddiripatayad sambhavitam’’. 


—and does not enter into any further polemics on the issue whether it 
should be construed as an illustration of upam@ based upon sddharmya, 
Dandin in his Kavyadaréa, 11. 226 cites the first half of the verse as much 
in keeping with the definition of utpreksa. In the following verse he refers 
to the view of some rival theorists, who take it as an example of upama 
simply by virtue of the occurrence of the enclitic iva which is so much in 
use in examples of upama, as confounded, running, as it does, counter to 
the rulings of eminent authorities (dpta) : 


5. Similarly in Rasagarigddhara the application of the ‘yena ndprdptanydya’ in 
connection with lesa is ascribed to Udbhata explicitly, though in the text of the KASS 
cited above, there is no reference to this nyaya, which can only be deduced by a strained 
interpretation of the expression ‘alamkardntaragatém pratibham janayat padaik’ : “atrdhur 
Udbhajacaryéh—yena naprapte ya 4rabhyate sa tasya badhakah’ iti nydyenalamkdranta- 
ravisaya evayam arabhyamano *lamkarantaram badhate / na cf&sya viviktah kaScid asti 
vigayah yatra savakaso nanyam badheta/”? —Rasagafgadhara, p, 525 (NSP. Edn. 1939) 
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“‘kesaficid upamabhrantir ivasrutyeha jayate | 
nopamanan ti7iantenetyatikramydptabhasitam //” 


—Kivyddar$a, I]. 227. Here Dandin is supposed to refer to Patafijali as 
Gpta, the highest authority on grammar, who in the Mahabhasya under 
Varttikas 12-15 : “asankadyam acetanestip asamkhyanam/ upamédnat va sid- 
dham” on P, Ill. 1. 7 gives ‘asma luluthisate/ kulam pipatisati—pipatisativa 
pipatisati? as examples and categorically observes : “‘na vai tinantenopa- 
manam asti”, Pratihdrenduraja in his Laghuvrtti refers to the above Vart- 
tikas and Bhasyakara’s ruling thereon in the following extract, where the 
above verse cited by Dandin in his Kavyddarsa is also found cited : 


“yad Gha san-vidhau Bhagavan Katydyanah-’asankayam acetanesiipasam- 
khyanam/ navi tulya-karanatvad icchdya hi pravyttita upalabdhi}’-iti] 
‘upamindd va siddham’-iti ca/ atra hi ‘na va tulya-karapatvad’-ityadina 
tadbhavadhyavasdnam siicitam/ upamandd va siddham-iti ttipamanopa- 
meyabhadvah pratipaditah] iyam ca dhatoh sano vidhanat tadantasya ca 
dhatutvat subdhatipamdvad dhattipama’ vaseyd |--- 


“Cirnikdrasya tvevamadau tadbhavadhyvdsdna-samasrayaneneha’ tisayo- 
ktibhedatvam evestam| yad dha-‘na tinantenopamdnam asti’-iti/ata eva 
Dandina— 


‘limpativa—’ ityader garbhikrtatisayotpreksa-bhedatvam eva mahatd pra- 
panicena *bhyadhayi |...” 


Here ‘Ctirnikara’ refers to Bhasyakara. It is clear from the above extract 
from Laghuvytti that there is divergence between the views of the Varttika- 
kara and the Bhasyakdra as regards the interpretation of such expressions 
‘asma luluthisate? and ‘kilam pipatisati’, the former conceding the possibi- 
lity of both adhyavasdya as the basis of utpreks@ and atigayokti on the one 
hand and the latter admitting the feasibility of adhyavasdya alone in such 
examples, ruling out any possibility of upam@nopameyabhava, the particle 
iva being directly construed with a tifianta conjugational form. 
S 
VIII 
Before we conclude our present disseration, I would like to take np 
another passage from Mammta’s Kavya-Praka@ga, which seems to have 
some bearing on our theme. While explaining the nature of the figure of 
speech parydyokta in the Tenth Ullisa, Mammafa refers to the expression 
gaul suklas calati as a case in point and makes the following important 
observation ; 


“tena yad evocyate tad eva vyaigyam] yathé tu wyangyam na tothocyate/ 
yatha gavi sulle calasi drgte gaué sublas calatitt vikalpah/ yad eva dystam 
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tad eva vikalpayati] na tu yathd drstam tatha, yato “bhinnasamsrstatvens 
drstam bheda-samsargabhyam vikalpayati |”? 


Thus, Mammata here refers to the two stages in our perception—viz. nir- 
vikalpa and savikalpa, the former having references to the thing-in-itself 
without any bheda—differentiation, and samsarga—synthesis between the 
concepts differentiated, which is noticeable in the case of the latter. 
Though here there is no apparent reference to any particular philosophi- 
cal system, the occurrence of such terms as bheda and samsarga, vikalpa, 
abhinna and asamsrsta seem to point to Bharthari‘s Vakya-padiya as the 
most probable source. In the Second Kanda of the Vakya-phdiya, Bhartr- 
hari makes use of the above terms frequently. Bhartrhari, explaining the 
nature of abhijalpa, as a special type of cognition, observes : 


*‘so’yam ityabhisambandhdd ripam ekikrtam yada] 
sabdasyGrthena tam gabdam abhijalpam pracaksate //’’ 11.128 


According to Bhartrhari the essence of a thing is by nature in-expres- 
sible and what is expressed through bheda and samsarga is unreal, being 
only a product of vikalpa—or conceptual construction, The following two 
karikas closely correspond to what is expressed by Mammata in the above- 
quoted passage : 


“samsargarupam samsrstesv-arthavastusu grhyate | 
natropakhyayate tattvam apadarthasya darsanat ||” 
‘“‘darganasydpi yat satyam na tatha darsanam sthitam | 

vastu samsargaripena tad artipam niriipyate |/”—I1. 422-23. 


Similarly in Vakya-padiya, III. Dik-samuddesa. 25 Bhartrhari refers to 
tattvas, the essence of things, as vikalpatita, beyond the ken of subjective 
conceptual construction, which is the very basis of linguistic expression in 
the pragmatic field. As he states : 


“vikalpatita-tativesu samketopanibandhandh | 
bhavesu vyavahard ye lokas tatrinugamyate ||’ 


Thus, from all these citations, Mammata’s indebtedness to Bhartrhari on 
this point would be evident beyond dispute.® 


6. Compare also : “buddhyaikam bhidyate bhinnam ekatvam copagacchati” (Vakya- 
padiya, JIT, 14,15)-cited by Helaraja in his Prakirpa-Prakdsa on Vakya-padiya, III. 7.3. 
But, unfortunately, it cannot be traced in the extant portion of the Vakya-padiya, In this 
connection the following K4@rikd of Dharmakirtti, also, is worth notice bearing as it does 
a close resemblace to Bhartrhari’s view : 

“‘samsrjyante na bhidyante svato’ rthah pdramdrthikah| 
ripam ekam anekam ca tesu buddher upaplaveh |/—~Pramdga-varttika, III, 87. 
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Ix 


From the above short dissertation it would be evident, I think, that 
the liaison between the Paninian system of Sanskrit grammar on the one 
hand and the Sanskrit Alamkara-sastra on the other is very close indeed. 
Panditaraja Jagannatha’s analytical and penetrative treatment of the 
different types of figure of speech is replete with discussions of subtle 
points of grammar and linguistic philosophy as is clear from even a cursory 
reading of his magnum opus—viz. Rasagangddhara, as he was himself a 
great exponent of the Paninian school and author of a highly polemical 
critique on his great rival and contemporary Bhattoji Diksita’s Praudha- 
manorama, that evinces strains of fierce personal animus as well. Yet, 
an independent thinker of the very highest order as he was, Jagannatha 
was loth to admit a total and blind allegiance to the dictates of the gram- 
marians in matters relating to poetic art as is clearly proved by his bold 


and proud assertion—viz. : 


“na ca Vaiyakaraya-virodho diisanam iti 
vacyam] svatantratvenalamkarika-tantrasya tad-virodhasyadusapa- 
tvat / [” 
—thus proclaiming, in an uncompromising manner, the independence of 
Alamkara-sGstra as a separate discipline. 


